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Hoporable Walter Carson S
County Attorney ' /\
Hudapeth County \
Sierra Blanga, 'I‘eml

Dear Birs = ' Opinieni.ro-:
T | | "Re:r  Poes wm-u

. Your x-equaat for au
been rmeived and contidered.

Does & tLoyh not\incorpoxet _v:.‘nanltt.tnte-a-'—-i-
subdivieion of/the ¢outit; hioh 4t 16 situated; .
_.m:-mm;‘ P af tonal j.’,iu sugh -town . to held:

o & whogk 14y (&) _e.‘ _.ea in Avstole 6954» |

Court ‘o i ny ~,ar the u‘bow-nmd cmtua, Geu—
mignlone mm; of Nald gounty shall order an: -
eledtion $o- He held in. Mih ounty or sugh iub-ﬁ .;-
divivion 6f. a Q 3 Aogsribed tn the .
patition sad def by t'.ho Gmﬂaim&n Gourt. - .
on - the mymummmmywu '

of ‘enabiing the freeholders of such county or
gubdivision of a county as msy be desoribed
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in the petition and defined by the Commissloners
Court to determine whether horses, mules, jacks,
Jennets, and cattle shall be permitted to run at
large in such county or sush subdivision of a
.aounty as may de described in the petiticn and
defined by the Cormiesioners Court. . . "

~ Article 16, Seotion 23 of the Constitution of Texas
p&ovidast

‘"The legislaturs may pass lavs for the
regulation of live stock and the protection
of gtook ralsers in the stook raleing portiecn
of the State, and exempt from the operation of
such laws other portions, sectlions, or counties;
and shall have pover to paar genersl and gpe-
elal laws for the inapection of cattle, stocks
and hides and for the regulation of brands;
provided, that any 1ocal lav thus paased ghall
be submitted to tha fresholders of the seection
‘%0 be affeeted thereby, and & zproved‘by them,
bafore it shall go into effed

In the oase of Bx parte Thompkins {Crim. App.) 85 8.VW.
379, the court dtssuased sn analo; us gituation in & habeas cor-
pus procesdings brought about by the conviotion of the relator
for violating & stook lay similay to the law involved 1n this
opinion. Relators principal contention was that the local op-
tion election held, adopting the stock law, was vold and unau-
thorized for thé reascm that the area covered (a part of a jus-
tice pre¢inet in Penola Gounty) was not one of the known politi-
ool subdivisions of maid ocounty &nd that such election was only
suthoriged to be hald in the ¥nown subdivisions of Panela County.
The court, in refusing to disdharge the Relator, said:

%, « . Ve believe it was competent for the
Legislature to have submitted this matter to the
vote of the frecholders in the locality to be af-
feoted. . » . We hila, in asccordapce with the

views expressed by the Supreme Court, t it wvas
gompetent for the troeh»mders in & portion of a
jugtid aq i 7 ount; ta_a opt a stook
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. Other cases construing & asimilar 1av'(Articlé§ 6930
end 6932 R.C.S. of Texas, 1925) do not #zeem to have limited
the meaning of -the ‘tewm "subdivision" to & lknown politiecal
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gsubdivialon of thae gounvy.

In Ince v. Barber, (Civ. App. ) 2!&1 8.V, wa the
court held that wider Articles 6930 end 5932, R.C.8. of Texas,
1925, a petition, describing the asubdivision ag, "All of live
0k Peninsula, being all that portion of said county‘bounded
on the aeast by Red Fish and Aransas HB.ye, on the norih by
Aransss and Copano Bays, on the south by tha northern Iine
of San Patriecio County” was suffilcient. .

In the case of Johnson v. State, (Orim. App. 2#&
8. w; 609, the court held that under Articles 6330 and 9}2,
gbove referred to, a description of a subdivision of Aransas
County as "Live Oak Peninsule, bounded on the east by Red Fish
end Aransas Bsys; on the north by Aransse and Copano Bays; on
the west by Copanc and Puerto B.ye and on the aouth by the
line betwe¢en the countisa San Patriceio and Aransas" was suffi-
clent.

While the authorities, hereinebove referred to, do
not construe the provisions of Article 6954, supra, we think
they are pertinsnt and a Eplicable to asgertain the msaning
of the term "subdivision” &s used in said statute,

We belleve the proviuions of Article 6954, supra,
are gusceptidle of even & more liberal interpretation, in
8o far ss its terms authorizge the requisite number of peti-
tioners to preleribe& in their petition, the area or terri-
tory or "subdivision® of the county in vhich an sleotion 1is
to be oslled and held, than the similar acts construed in the
cazes clted.

You are, therefore, advised that in our opinion the
petitioners are authoriged, by Article 6954, supra, to define
the boundaries of the territory in vhich it 1is desired to have
2 stock lawv election called and held, which petition, if
signed by the requiaite number of freeholders, and desorip-
tion would properig be the bhasis of an order of the Commis-
atoners' Court calling the electiion, in the subdivision des-
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cribed in the petition, snd that such eres may bs an unincor-
porated towm.

Your brief in thls metter was very helpful to us.

Youra very truly
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